Parliamentary Government in England
says of such tribunals, "in the exercise of their functions
by the rule expressed in the maxim Audi alteram partem
that no man should be condemned to consequences
resulting from alleged misconduct unheard, and without
having the opportunity of making his defence* This rule
is not confined to the conduct of strictly legal tribunals,
but is applicable to. every tribunal or body of persons
invested with authority to adjudicate upon matters involv-
ing civil consequences to individuals/'
Nothing in the history of administrative tribunals
suggests that this principle is flouted in application. So
far as our knowledge extends, though their methods may
be different from those of a Court of Law, they are not
less scrupulous in the protection of private rights. Very
largely, they are concerned with technical matters the
decision of which requires a special knowledge rarely
available either to magistrates or judges, Their work is
swift and cheap. Anyone who compares its results with
•the unhappy consequences of allowing the ordinary Courts
to have jurisdiction over workmen's compensation or the
powers of the district auditor will, I suggest, be inclined
strongly to the view that, in. the positive state, the ordi-
nary courts of law are rarely suitable for work of this
kind. Their canons of statutory interpretation are wholly
defective for the purposes of the modern State ;* and they
lack the knowledge necessary for the construction of
proper administrative standards. It must be remembered
that most of this jurisdiction is concerned with questions
of "reasonableness" in policy; and it is difficult to sec
why a judge's view of "reasonableness" is more likely
to be right than that of a minister who may have to
answer for his view in the House of Commons. If, more-
1 Cf. my memorandum of dinent in the Report of the Lord Chancellor*!
Committee on Ministers* Powers (1931).
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